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THIRTY-THIRD CONGRESS.
FIRST SESSION.

senate—Monday, January 30, 185&.
COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS. '

Tne PRESIDENT pro tempore appointed Mr,
Browy & member of the Commintee on lodina Af-
fairs, in the place of Mr. Apams, who, at his own
request, was excused (rom further service.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the
Senate a report of the Secretary of War, commu-
nicating, in compliance with a resolution of the
Senate, information in relation 1o the wreck of the
sieamer San Francisco; which was ordered 10 lie
on the table, and be printed.

Also, a communieation {rom the Treasury De-

artment, transmitting copies of such aecounts as

t:m-e been rendered by persons intrusted withthe
disbursement of moaey, &¢., for the Iuaue;ﬁt of the
Indians, from July 1, 1851, to June 30, 1552, incla-
sive; together with a list of the names ol all per-
sons 10 whom money und goods have been deliv.
ered withiu the same period, &e., in obedience 1u
an act passed June 30, 1534, entitled ** An act for
the organization of the Department ol Indiau At
fairs;” which was referred 10 the Committee ou
lndian Affairs, and ordered 10 be printed.

The PRESIDENT pra tempore presented a re-
port of the proceedings of a meeling ol citizens
of New York, held at the Taberaacle in Broad-
way, in favor of the adoption of measures 1o se-
cure 10 American cittzens abroad the rights of
religious worship; which was refesred 1o the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

M|S30URT COMPROMISE.

Mr. ALLEN presented resolutions of the Leg-
islature of R.hm&e Island, reupmmen‘dmg the sen-
ators and representatives ol ll_hll. ?tatu “:j ICo:v

ress 1o prevent the passage ol any law'lending to
fiialurb the provisions of the act ut¥ March 6. lﬂ'.’t!,.
commonly ealled the “ Missonri compromise act,
in regard 10 slavery; which were laid on the 1able,
and ordered to be printed.

PENNSYLVAKIA AVENUE RAILROAD,

Mr, BRIGHT presented the petition of' George
W. Yerby, Horace M. Dewey,and olhers, in fuvor
of the construction of a passenger railway from
Georgetown, District of Columbia, through Peun-
sylvania avenue, to the nuvy yun]_; ul'hlch_ Wils re-
ferred 1o the Committes on the District of Colum-
bia.

Also, a petition of Jolin C. Rivés, W.W. Seaton,
R.W. Latham, und others, citizens of Washington,
praying that George W, Yerby and others may be
uutﬁnn‘u'a to construct a railrogd from George-
town, District of Columbia, along Pennsylvania
avenue, to the navy yard, Washington; whiuh
wias referred 1o the Commitiee on the District of
Columbia.

SAN PEDRU, CALIFORNIA.

Mr. GWIN submitted the following resolution
which was considered by nnanimous consent, and
agreed to:

Resolved, That the Committee ou Commerce be lustructed
to luquire intu the expediency of making San Pedro, in the
fiate of Californis, o port of entry.

DUBUQUE, 10WA.

Mr. JONES, of lowa, submitted the following
resolution; which was considered by unanimous
consent, and agreed to:

om o ¢ be o
tabiiaki

stroctad o ingui ¥ -y of g€ n
port of delivery at Dubugue, lows.
REV, MR. KING.

Mr. CASS submilted the following resolution
which was 1 1 by ous consenl, and
agreed 1o: i

Tha esddent be requested to trnnsmit to
thfm““ ir ;‘:‘h, . P \tibi with the puoblic interest,
eoples of the communications from Mr. Marsh, the Ameri-
canr minister st Constautinople, in relativn to the ease of
the Rev. Mr. King.

NOTICE OP A BILL.

Mr. PRATT gave notice of bis Intention to ask
leave to introduce a bill to incorporate the National
Hotel Company, of Washington ecity.

NEBRASKA TERRITORY.

The Senate, as io Committee of the Whole,
proceeded 1o the consideration of the bill to or-
ganize the Territory of Nebraska.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, when I pro-
posed. on Tuesday last, that the Qu_ule should
proceed to the consideration of the bill to organ-
wze the Territories of Nebraska and Kunsas, it
was my purpose only lo occupy ten or fifteen
minutes in explanation of its provisions. I de-
sired lo refer to two points; first as to those pro-
visions relating to the Indians, and second to
those which might be supposed to bear upon the
question of slavery. e

The Committee, in drafiing the bill, had in view
the great anxiety which had been expressed by
some members of the Senate 1o protect the rights
of the Indians, and to prevent infringement upon
them. By the provisions of the bill, [ think we
have so ecleerly succeeded, in that respect, as to
obviate all possible objection upon that scors.
The bill .itsell provides that it shall not oper-
ate upon any of the rights of the lands of the
indians, nor shall they be included within the
limits of those territories, unil they shall by
treaty with the United States expressly consent
to come under the operations of the act, and be
incorporated within the limits of the territories.
This provision certainly is broad anaugh, clear
enough, explicit enough, 1o protect all the rights
of the Indians as to their persons and their proper-

Ly.

le]:o. the other point, that pertaining to the ques-
tion slavery in the territories, it was the intention
of the commitiee 10 be equally explicit. We took
the principles established by the compromise acts
cl‘léiﬂ as our guide, and intended to make each
and every provision of the bill accord with those
principles. Those measures established and rest
upon the great princi of self-government, that
the people should
tions

ed Dy

are imposed by the Constitution of the United
Suates, instead of baving themn determined by an
arbitrary or geographical line. :

The original bill, rerorml by the commitiee as a
substitute for the bill introduced by the senator
from luwu,‘})lr. DovGe,| was believed 10 have
accomplished this olject. The amendment which
was subsequently reported by us was only de-
signed to render that clear and specific, which
seemed, in the minds of some, to pdmit of doult
and misconstruction, In some parts of the coun-
try the original substitute was deemed and con-
steued to be an annollment or arepeal of what has
been known ax the Missouri compromise, while
in other parts it was ptherwise constrned. As
ke object of the committes was 10 conform to the
prineiples established by the compromise meas-
ures of 1500, and w carry those prineiples into
efiect in the territories, we thought it was better
o recite yi the bill precisely what we understood
to have been neeomplished by those measures. viz .
that the Missouri compromise, having been super-
seded by the legistation of 1550, has become inope-
rative ; and hence we propose 10 leave the ques-
tion 10 the people of the Blates ang the territories,
subject only 10 the limitations sad proyisions of
the Constitution.

Sir, thisis alf that 1 intended 10 say, i the gues.
tion hiad been taken yp for consideration on Tues-

day last; but since thut Jime occurrences have
transpired which eﬂm\xl me 6 go more fully into

I be borne la mind thut the
senator from Ohio [Mr. Cuask] then ohjected 10

the discussion. Tt wi

the consideration of the bill, and asked fur its post

sonement until this day, on the ground that there
]nd uot been time 10 understand and uomniler

its provisions ; and the from u
setts [Mr. Sumwen | suggested that the postpone

went should be for ope week for that purpose.
1o be reasonable o

These suggestions seswmin .
senators around me, 1 yi 1o their requesi
and copsented Lo the postponement of Jhe bill unn
this day.

Sir, little did I soppose, at the time that I granted
I two senators, that

that act of co

o
they had drafted and published o the world a doe

mment, over their own sigoatures, in which they
arraigned me as having been guilly of a grigpsl
betrayal of my trust, as having been guilty of an
act of bad faith and been engaged in 8n -lmﬂ?ﬂ.

e
senglors had been
called upon me

upity
lrom the

plut ngainst the cause of free government,
did J suppose that those two
guilty oy *uch conduet, whgl! they
to grant tha! courtesy, to give them sn
of mvestigatiny~ the substitute report

do,

be allowed to decide the ques-
their domestic institutions for themselves,
suhject only to such limitations and restrictions as

my own chara ster would have permitted me to
In order 1o show the character of this docu-
ment, of which I shall have muoeh 10 say in the
course of my argumeant, | will read certs in pas-
sages :

“We wrraign this bl as » gross violation of a sacred
pledge ; non criminal betrayal of precious right ' ; as part
wnd parcel of no atrocious plot o exciode from s vast wo-
e I from the Uld Workd, and free
Inborers from our own States, and convert it into a dreary
region of despotism, inhabited by wnsters nod alaves.”

A SENATOR : By whom s the address llqnf‘d?
Mr. DOUGLAS: It is signed =8, P L.h_ua,
senator from Oluo, Charles Sumuer, senator frou
Massachusetts, J. R. Giddings and Edward Wade,
representatives from Ohio, Gerrit Smith, repre-
sentative from New York, Alexander De Wi,
representative from Massachusetis;” including,
as | understand, all the ubolition party in Congress.
Then, speaking of the Committee vn Territories,
these confederates use this lnuguage:

' SThe prefences, therefore, that the territory, coversd by
the positive hibition of 18 tains » simil lsth

municipal regulatiohs of Missouri could uwot go
there uatil the Indiun title had been extinguished,
and the countryghrown open 10 setlement.  Such
being the case, the ouly legislation in existence in
Nebraska Territory at the time that the Missouri
act passed, namely, the 6th of Mareh, 1520, was
@ provision, in eflect, that the people should be
:llluwcd to do us they pleasgd upon the subject of
avery.

The Territory of Missouri having been left in
that legal condition, positive opposition was made
10 the bill 10 organize a State government, with a
view 1o is aduission into the Union; and a sena-
tor from my State, Mr. Jesse B. Thomas, intro-
duced an smendment, known as the eighth section
of the bill, in which it was provided that slavery
should be prohibited. north of 36° 30¢ north lati-
tude, in all that country which we hud acquired
from France. Whalt was the object of the enact-
ment of that eighth section! Was it not to go
back to the original poliey of p ibing b lari
10 the limitation of free institutions, and of slave

2,
to siavery with that aequired from Mexico, wred by no
probibition except that of disputed coustitutivusl or Mexi-
can lnw, sod that the comprogises of 1860 require the in-
eorporation of (e pro-slavery clauses of the Viah and New
"Mexies bill in the Nebraska net, sre mere inventions, de-
sigmed to cover wp from public repuehension meditated bad
fieith."
“ Mere inveutions 10 cover up bud faith.”
Again:
“ gervile de ues way tell you that the Unlon enn
be :;nldudodu:ﬁﬁ by lu{mllu:g to the dewands of
elnvery,”
Then there is a postseript added, equally offen-
sive 1o mysell, in which 1 am mentioned by name,
The address goes on to muke an appeal 10 the le-
gislatures of the dificrent States, to public meet-
ings, and to ministers of the Gospel 10 their pul-
pits, 1o interpuse i arrest the vile conduct which
1s about 10 be consummated by the senators who
are thus denounced. That addeess, sir, bears
date Sunday, January 22, 1851, Thus it appears
that, on the holy Sabbath, while other senators
were engaged in attending divine worship, these
abolition confederates were assembled 1n secret
conclave, plotting by, what means they should de-
ceive the people of the United States, und pros-
trute the character of brother senutors.  This was
done on the Sabbath day, and by a set of politi-
cians, 1o advance their own political and smbitious
urposes, in the name of our lmlj;rullgmw
But this is not all. It was understood from the
newspapers that resolutions were pending before
the legislature of Obio proposing 1o express their
opinioas upon this subject. It was nevessary lor
these confederates 1o gel up some exposition of
the question by which they might faciitate the
assage of the resolution through that legislature.
lence you find that, ou the sawme morning that this
document appears over the vumes of these con-
federates in the abolition organ of this city, the
same document appears in the New York papers
—vcertainly in the Pribuue, Times, and Evening
Post—in which it is stated, by authority, that it 13
“rigned by the seaators and a l_n:gjurity of the rep-
resentatives (rom the Siate of Ohio™— g siptement
which | have every reason to believe was utterly
fulse, and known to be so ut the time that these
contederates appended it to the address, It was
necessary, in urnlur Lo carry out lluls Wnrkl of de-
ceplion, and 1o husten the action of the Ohio |t'H'|1?-
lature, under a misapprehension, 10 stute that it
was signed, not ouly by the abolition confederates,
but by the whole whig representation, and a por-
tion of the democratic representation in the other
House from the State of Ohio.
Mr. CHASE. Mr. President—-
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, 1 do not yield
the floor. A senator who has violated ull the rules
of courtesy and propriety, who showed & conscious-
ness of -the character of the act bhe was dong
by concenling from me all knowledge of the favi—
who came to me with a similing luce, and the up-
pearance of friendship, even alter that document
had been uttered—who could get vp in the Sen-
ate and appeal to my courtesy in order to get time
to give the document a wider cireulation betore
its infamy could be exposed; xu_rh A senslor has
no right 1o my rourtesy upon this floor
Mr. CHASE. Mr. Presudent, the senaioy mis-
states the facts—
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, [ decline to
yield the floor.
Mr. CHASE. And I shall make my denial per-
tinent when the tune comes.
The PRESIDENT. Order.
Mr. DOUGLAS. 8ir, if the senator dées in-
terpose, in violation of the rules of the Senate, a
denial of the fact, it may be that [ shall be able 10
nail that denial. as | shall the statements here
which are over his own signature, as a base false-
hood, and prove it by the solemn legislation ot this

country.
Mr. CHASE. 1 call the Senator 10 order.

ions, by n geographical line, in order 10
avoid all controversy in Congress upon the sub-
ject? Heuce they extended thmt geographical
line through all the territory purchased from
France, which was as far as our possessions then
reached. 1t was not simply to settle the question
on that piece of country, but it was to carry out
a great principle, by extending that dividing line
as far west us our territory went, and running it
onward on each new acquisition of territory.
True, the express enactment of the eighth section
of the Missouri act, now called the Mssouri com-
promise act, only covered the territory acquired
from France; but the principles of the wet, the
objects of its adoption. the reasons in its support,
required thut it should be extended indelinitely
westward, so far as our territory might go, when-
ever new purchases should be made.

Thus stood the question up 1 1545, when the
Jjoint resolution for 1he anexation of Texas passed.
There was inserted in that a provision, suggested
in the first instunce aud brought before the Honse
of Hepresentatives by myself, extending the Mis-
souri compromise line indefinitely westward
through the territory of Texas. Why did | bring
torward that proposition? Why did Ii:e Congress
of the United States adopt it? Not because it
was of the least practical importance, so far as the
question of slavery within the limits of Texas
was concerned; for no man ever dreamed that it
hnd any practical effect there. Then why was it
brought forward? It was for the Eurpmm of pre-
serving the principle, in order that it might be
extended sull further westward, even to the Pa-
pific ocean, whenever we should acquire the
country that far, [ will here read that clunse in
the jomt resolution for the annexation of Texas.
It is the third article, second section, und is in
these words : :

“ New States, of convenlent size, not exceeding four in
number, in addition to sald State of Texns, haviug sutficient
zlrpullﬂull. muy b fter, by the t ol snisd Stnte, be

med vut of the territory thereof, which shall be entitled
to mdmjssion under the provisions of the federal Constitn-
don, And such States as may be formed out of that por-
tivn of sald territory lylnf south of 36 degrees 30 minutes
north Intitude, commonly known ws the Missouri com-
promise line, sball be itted jnto the Union, with or
without slavery, as the people of eseh State nsking slmis-
slon may desire.  And in such Biste or States ns shall be
formed out of seld tervitory north of suld Missouri com-
promise line, slavery or involuntary servitude (except for
erime) thall be probibited.”

It will be seen that that contains a very re-
markalle provision, which is, that when States
lying north of 3G° 30" apply for admission, slavery
shall be prohibited in their constitutions. 1 pre-
sume no one pretends that Congress could have
power thus to fetter o State applying for admis-
sion into this Union; but it was necessary 1o pre-
serve the prinviple of the Missouri compromise
line, in order that it might akerwards be extended,
and it was supposed that while Congress had no
power lo impose any such limitation, yet, as
that was a compuct with the State of Texas,
that State could consent for herself®that, when
any portion of her own territory, subject 10 her
own jurisdiction and eontrol, applied for a con-
stitution, it shoyld be in a particalar form ; but
that provision would not be binding on the new
State one duy after it was admitted into the
Union. The other provigion was that such States
as should lie south of 36° 30’ should come into
the Union with or without slavery us each
should decide inits constitution. Then, by that
act, the Missouri campromise was extended in-
definitely westward, so far as the Siate of Texas
went, that is, 10 the Rio del Norte; for our Govern-
ment al the time recognised the ilio del Norte as
its boundary.- We recognised, in many ways.
and among them bz-uu paying Texas for it, 1n
order that it might be inclu in and forin a por-
tion of the Territory of New Mexico.

Then, sir, in 1848, we acquired from Mexico
the country between the Rio Del Norte and the

The PRESIDENT, The Senatot from lllinois
is certainly out of order, -

Mr. DOUGLAS. Then I willonly say that 1
shall confine myself to this document, und prove
its statements 1o be false by the legislation ol the
country. Certainly that is in order.

Mr. CHASE. You cannot do it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The argument of this mani-
festo is predicated upon the assumption that the
policy of the fathers of the republic was to pro-
hibit slavery in all the territory ceded by the old
States to the Union, and made United States terri-
tory, for the purpose of being organized into new
States. 1 takie i1ssue upon that statewent. Such
was not the practice in the early history of the
government. 1L is true that in the territory north-
west of the Ohio river slavery was prohibited by
the ordinanceof 1757; but it is also true that
the territory south of the Ohio river, to wit, the
territory of Tennessee, slavery was permitted and
protected ; and it is also true that in the organi-
zation of the territory of Mississippi, in 1795, the
provisions of the ordinance of 1757 were applied
10 it, with the exception of the sixth article, which
probibited slavery. Then, sir, you find upon the
statute-books under Washington and the early
Presidents, provisions of law showing that in the
southweslern territories the right to hold slaves
was clearly implied or recoguised, while in the
northwest territories it was prohibited. The only
conclusion that can be fairly and honestly drawn
from that legislation is, that it was the policy of
the fathers of the republic 10 prescribe a line of
demarkation between free territories and slave-
holding territories by a natural or a geographical
line, being sure 10 make that line correspond, as
neur as might be, 1o the laws of climate, of pro-
duction, and probably of all those pther causes
thot would control the institution and make it
either desirable or nndesirable to the people inhab-
iting the respective territories.

Bir, I wish you 10 bear in mind, 100, that this
geographical line, established Ly the founders of
the republic between free territories apd slave
territories, extended as far westward us our ey
ritory then reached ; the object being 10 avoid all
agitation upon the slavery question by setiling that
question forever, as far as our lerritory extended,
which was then to the Mississippi river.

When, in 1503, we quuirnj from France the
territory known as Logisjana, it begame necessary
to legislate for the protection of the inhabitants
residing therein. It will be seen, by looking into
the bill establishing the territorial government in
1505 for the werritory of New Orleans, embracing
the same gopniry now known as the State of
Louisiana, that the ordinsnee of 1787 was ex-
pressly extended 1o that terriiory, t.':replin* the
sixth section, which prohibited slavery. hen
that act implied that the territory of New Orleans
was 1o be a slaveholding territbry by making that
exception in the law. But, sir, when they came
1o form what was then called the territory of Loui-
siaid, subsequently known as the territory of
Misstusi, porth of the thirty-third parallel, they
used differen iangnuge. They did not extend the
ordinance of 1757 1o it al g)). They first provided
that it should be governed by laws made by the
governor and the judges, and, when in 1812 Con-
Efors gave to that territory, under the name of the
tereitory of Missouri, a territorial government, the
people were allowid 1o do as they pleased upon
the subject of slavery, subject only 1o the limita-
< | Lohs ol the Uuualllmmn'n'!) the Upjied States,

rl\fnw what is the inference from that ngjal tion !
Phat slavery was, by implication, recognised sonth
3 | of the thirty-third parallel ; and north of that the
|| people were left 1o exercise their own judgment
and do as they pleased upon the subject, without
sy implication for er against the existence of the
il v
- This inuey Ly be the condition of the country
in_the Missouri Territory up 1o 1520, when the
celebrated act which is BOW called tpe j, jasouri
gompromise act was passed.  Slavery did not ex-
isted ju, por was it excluded from the conntry
now koowa Nebraska. There was no code of
laws upon the subjeei pf slnvery either way:
Firs, the reason thut slavery had never been
inipodupsd into Louisians, and establisbed by
positive enscimepl. It had grown np ibere by u

committee,

certain abolition confederagay, to the people, in
which the bill is grossly miurrprmnl!d.Pie:ﬁich
the action of the members of the committee is
grossly falsified, in which our motives are ar-
raigned and our churscters calumnisted. And,
wir, what is more, 1 find that there was & postscript
added 10 the address, published that very morning,
in which the principal amendment reported by the
commillee Was sel oul, and then coarse epithets
applied to we by vame. Sir, had | known those
thets at the time | grunted that act of indulgence,
I should have responded 1o the request of thoss
renators in such terms as their conduct deserved,
80 fur as the rales of the Senate and a respect for

T haye since discovered that on that
very morning the ,Vational Era, the abolitlod g
organ in this city, containod an address, signed by

sort of common Jaw, sl been
(eated

n supported and pro-
hen a commo 3:

aw g yup, when an
iyt lon. becones m_&ﬁﬂb L ;.!.nc,fvrrw Hep g b

3 * - an lq_lﬂ , ufjd no
carries it 50 e "m f _‘ir:ﬂ; en-
further. If it had been . e G4 23 the po-
actment, it might have carried o . . &
litical jurisdiction extended; but, be that ..

may, by the act of 1512, ercating the Territory of
Missouri, thaw territory was allowed 1o Iugi:}'l'ta
upon the subject of slavery as it saw proper, sub-
Jeet only to the lhimitations which 1 have stated ;
und the countey not inbabited or thtown open 1o
selilement was set apart as Indinn country, and
rendered subject 1o Indinn laws, Henee, the lo-
cal legisiation of the State of Missourt did not
reach into that Indian country, but was excluded
from it by the Indian code and Indian laws. The

Pacific ocean. Immediately after that acquisition,
the Senate, on my own motion, voted into a bill a
provision to extend the Missouri compromise in-
definitely westward 1o the Pacific ocean, in the
same sense and with the same understanding
with which it was originally adopted. That pro-
vision passed this body by a decided mujority, T
think by ten at least, and went to the House of
Representatives, and was defeated there by north-
ern voles.

Now, sir, let us pause and consider for a mo-
ment. The first time that the principles of the
Missouri compromise were ever abandoned, the
first time they were ever rejected by Congress,
was by the defeat of that provision in the House
of Representatives in 15458, By whom was that
defeat effected? By northern votes with freesoil
proclivities, It was the defeat of that Missouri
compromise that reofeuud the slavery agitation
with all s fury. It was the.defeat of that
Missouri compromise that created the iremendous
struggle of 1550. It was the defeat of that Mis-
souri compromise that created the necessity for
making a new compromise in 1850. Had we been
faithful to the principles of the Missouri compro-
mise in 1548, this question would not have arisen.
Who was it that was faithless? [ undertake to
say it was the very men who now insist that the
Missouri compromise was a solemn compact
and should never be violated or departed from.
Every man who is now assailing the prin-
ciple of the bill under consideration, so far as |
am advised, was opposed 1o the Missouri compro-
mise in 1845, The very men who now arraign
me for a departure from the Missouri compromise
are the men who snccessfully violated it, repudi-
ated it, and caused it to be superseded by the com-

romise measures of 1830, Sir, it is with rather

ad grace thay the men who proved fulse them-
selves should charge upon me and others, who
were ever [eithful, the responsibilities and conse-
quences of their own treachery,

Then, sir, a8 1 before remarked, the defeat of
the Missouri compromise in 1543 having created
the necessity for the establishinent of u new one
in 1850, let us see what that compromise was,

The Iending feafure of the compromise of 1570
was congressional non-intervention as to slavery
in the Territories; that the people of the Territ-
ries, and of all the States, were to be anllowed to
do as they pleased upon the sulbject of slavery,
subject only 1o the provisions of the Constitution
"of the United States.

That, sir, was the leading feature of the compro-
mise measures of 1570. Those measures, there-
fore, abandoned the idea of u geographical line as
the boundary between free States und slave States;
abapdoned it becapse compelled 1o do it from an
inubility to iopimtain it; snd in liey of that, substi-
tuted o great principle of seli-government, which
would sllow the people to do as they thoyght pro-
per. Now the question is, when that new com-
promise, resting upon that great fundamental
principle of freedom, was established, was it not
an abandonment of the old one—the geographical
line? Wasx it not a supersedure vl the old one
within the very language of the substitute for the
bill which is now undes consideration? I say it
did supersede it, because it applied itx provisions
as well to the north as 1o the south of 3i° 30°. I
established a principle whiol was equally applien-
ble to the country north as well as south of the
parallel of 36° 30'—a principle of universal appli-
cation. The anthors of this abolition wanifesto
attempied o refutehis presumption, and main-
tain that the compropuise of 1850 did not supersede
that of 1820, by quon.{l,,.b: Lpovnw 10 the first
sectionof the act Lo establish the Texap boyndary,
and establish the Territory of New Mexion, That
proviso was added, by way of amendment, on mo-
tion of Mason, of Virginia.

1 repeat, that in order to rebut the presumption,
ns | before stated, that the Missouri compromise
was sbgpdoned and superseded by the principles
of the compromise S50, these confederates
cite the Fllowing amendments, oficyed 10 the hill
to establish the boundary of Texns dnd create the
Territory of New Mexicoin 1850, ° ° °

* firupided, That nothing hereln contained shall be con-

ed o lmpatr or i the third
nrilel iﬁoui ok ﬂ . ”
Rexing Tesan o tho URIES "’.{‘;’."{a ey T, 1835
ten

or

™

-a u

, 1845,
#ither an pogning
hwﬁp mﬂ‘mm’“h:f €
After quojing tljis proviso, they make the fol-
lowing sjhtgmlégp, angd siteinpt t?piu eredit for
g Irith by suppressing matefial faggs which ap-
- the face nT the wame statptp, and, if

L - 4
e T D tsively disprove the stage

ment :

It s solemnly declared ln the
! that udh'lzhrrﬂ‘ll cmlivined sholl -
or qmrﬂ{g # prohibition of slavery north of thirty-six
degrees Lhirty minutes; and ¥ou b the faee of this decls-
ration, that swered prohibition is mid to Lo uverthrown.
Can presumption further go ™

I'will now proceed to show that presumption
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could ot go further than is exhibited in this de-
claration,

They suppress the following material facts,
whicl® if produced, would have disproved their

statement. They lirst suppress the fact that the
same section of I.L:I act cuts off fromn Texas, and
cedes to the United States, all that part of Texas

Which lies north of 36° 3v'. They then suppres

kansag river to its source, und then the line ran due
nortly of the source of the Arkansas (0 the 424 par-
allel, then along on the 424 purallel to the Pucific
ovean. That hue, due north (rom the head of the
Arkansus, leaves the whole middle part, described
in such glowing terms by Colonel Freemont, to
the east of the hing, and hence a part of the Loui-

the further fact that thé sume section of the law
cuts off from Texas o large tract of country on the
west, more than three degrees ol longitude, and
added il 10 the territory of the United States. They
then suppress the furiher fuct that this territory
thus cut off from Texas, and 10 which the Missouri
compromise line did apply, was in
into the termory of New Mexico. And then what
was done? [t'was incorporated into that terri-

tory with this clanse :

“mm-mm ns u Siate, the nﬂhrrlw‘f, or
wilh"or without siavery, se. thelr Sousitution ey pre:
scribe at !htﬂmuul"ﬁ'ndoptiun."  Lioia

Yes, sir, the very bill and section from which
they quote, cuts off’ all that part of Texas which
wis 10 be free by the Missouri compromise, 1o
gether with some on the south side of the line; in-
corporates it into the territory of New Mexico; and
then says that the territory, and every portion of
the same, shall come into the Union with or with-
out slavery, as it sees proper.

What else does it do? The sixth section of the
same act provides that the legislative power und
authority of this said Territory of New Mexico
shull extend 1o albrightful subjects of legislation
consistent with the Constitution of the United
States and the provisions of the act, not excepting
slavery. Thus the New Mexican bill, lrom which
they muke that quotation, contained the provision
thut New Mexico, including that port of Texus
which was eut off, should come into the Union
with or without slavery, as it saw proper; and in
the mean time that the territorial legislature should
have all the authority over the subject of sluvery
that they Lud over any other subject, restricted
only by the limitation of the Constitution of the
Unitted States and the provisions of the act. Now,
I ask those Senators, do not those provisions re-
peal the Missouri compromise, so far ns it applied
to that country cut off from Texus? Do they not
annul it? Do they not supersede it? 1f they do,
then the addregs which has been put forth 1o the
world by these confederates is an atrocious fulse-
hood. If they do not, then what do they mean
when they charge me with having, in the substi-
tute first reported from the committee, repealed it,
with having anuuolled it, with hoving violated it,
when I only copied those precise words? 1 copied
the precise words into my bill, as reported from
the commiltee, which were contained in the New
Mexico bill. They say my bill annuls the Mis-
souri compromise.  If' it does, it had already been
done before by the net of 1550; for these words
were copied from the act of 1550,

Mr. WADE. Wb{ did you do it over again ?

Mr. DOUGLAS. 1 will come to that point pre-
sently, and explain why we did it over ngain. 1
am now dealing with the truth und veracity of'n
cowbination of men who have assembled in secret
cuticus upon the Sabbath day to arraign my con-
duct and belie my churacter. 1 say, theretore, that
their inanifesto is a slander either way ; for it says
that the Missouri compromise was not superseded
by the measures of 1550, and then it says that the
saume words in_my bill do repeal am{ annul it
They must be adjudged guilty of one fulsehood in
order to sustain the other assertion.

Now, sir, 1 propose to go a little further, and
show what was the real ineaning of the umendment
of the senator from Virginia, ont of which these
gentlemen have manufactured so much capital in
the newspaper press, and have succeeded by that
migrepresentdtion in procuring an expression of
opinion from the State of Rhode of 1slund in oppo-
sition to this bill. I will state what its ineaniog is.

Did it mean that the States north of 36 40
should have a clause in their constitutions pro-
hibiting slavery ? I have shown that it did not
mean that, because the same act says that they
might come in with slavery, if they saw proper.
say it could not mean that for another reason:
The same section containing that proviso cut off
ull that part of Texas north of 36° 30°, nnd hence
there was nothing for it to operate upon, It did
not, therefore, relate to the country cut off. What
did it relateto? Why, it meant simply this: B
the joint resolution of 1545, Texas was annexed,
with the right to form four additional States out
of her territory ; and sugh States as were south of
36° 30" were W come in with or without slavery,
as they saw {morr ; and in such State or States
as were nort that line slavery should be pro-
hibited. When we had cot off slf north of 36° 30,
and thus circumsoribed the boundary and dimin-
ished the territory of ' Texas, the question arose,
how many States will Texas be entitled 1o under
this circumseribed boundary,  Certainly not four,
itwill be argued. Why? Because the original
resolution of annexation provided that one of the
Stutes. if not more, should be north of 362301, 1y
would lenve it, then, doubtful whether Texas was
entitled 10 two or three additional States under
the circumscribed boundary.

In order to put thal matter to rest, in order to

make u final settlement, in order 1o have it expli-

citly understood what was the meaning of Con-
gress, the senator from Virginia offered the minend-
ment that nothing therein contained should impair
that provision, either as to the numbe rol States or
otherwize, that is, that ‘Fexas shonld be entitled
to the same number of States with her reduced

boundaries as she would have been entitled 1o |

under her larger boundaries; and those Siates
shall come in with or without slavery, being all
south of 36 degrees 30 minutes, and nothing to
impair that right shall be inferred from the passage
of the act. Such, sir, was the meaning of that
proposition, Any other construction of it would
stultify the very character and purpose of s
niover, the senator from Virginia. Such, then. wus
not only the intent of the mover, but such is the
legal eif’evt of the law; and I say that no man,
alter reading the other sections of the bill, those to
which 1 have referred, can doubt that such waus
both the intent and the legal efiect of that luw.

Then I submit to the Senate if I have not con-
victed this manifesto, issued by the abolition con-
federates, of being & gross falsification of the laws
of the land, and gy tEll. falsification that an erro-
neous and injurious imrrenion has been created
upon the public mind, [ am sorry to be compelled
10 indulge in lan uage ol severity; but there is no
other langnage that is adequale to express the in-
dignation with which I see this attempt, not only
1o mis'end the public, but to malign my character
by deliberate falsification of the public statutes
pnd the public records.

Sir, this misrepresentation and falsification does
not stop here. Inopder togivegrealer‘rlnunihility
to their statement, they farther, and gtate that
it ix solemnly declared in the very compromise
acts ‘that nothen g herein contained shallbe construed
to impair or qualiyfy’ the tmhibilinn of slavery north
of 36° 107; and yet, in the face of this decluration,
that xacred prohibition is said 1o be overthrown.
Can presumption go further?

In the very teeth of the statue snying that they
shounld come in with or without slavery as the
pleased, these men declare that it is stated that it
should be forever prohibited. 1 repeat to them :
“ Could presumption go further?” Not only
presumption in making these statements, but the
presumption that they could avoid the exposure
ol their copduet.

In order to give greater plausibility to the falsi-
fication of the terms of the compromise mensures
of 1850, the confedyates also declare in their mani-
festo that they (the territerial bills for the organi-
#otion of Utah angd New Mexico) “applied to the
territory aoquired from Mexico, and 1o that only.
They were intended as a settlement of the contro-
versy growing out of that acquisition, and of that
controversy only, They must stand or fall by
their own merits.”

L submit to the Senate if there is an intelligent
man in Americn who s not know that that
declaration is falsified by the statute from which
they quoted. They say that the provisions of
that Lill was confined to the territory acquired
from Mexico, when the very section of the law
from which they quoted that proviso did purchase
n part of that very territory from the State of
Texus.  Apd the next seetion of the law included
that territory in the npw "3’“0’? of Mexico, Tt
ook a small rtion alsg the old Louisiana
R}lrc!‘msc. and added that to l.ilgg I;c

exico, ang made e res| pu

'Jf‘I-um':‘:.l”rl,';r

aequisitions,

Territory of
the l{emm

our statutes show, whe

“| applied 1o the map of the country, that the Tern-

tory of New Mexico was composed of territory

acquired from Mexieo, and also of territory ac- | I

uired from Texas, and of lem'!otglwalil‘ﬂl from
‘rance; and yet in defiance of that statnte, and
in falsification of its terms, we are told, in order 1o
deceive the people, that the bills were confined 10
the purchase made from Mexico alone; and in
order 10 give it greater solemnity, as Was neces-
sary while uttéring a falsehood, they repeat il
twice, fearing that it wounld ‘not_be believed the
first fime.  What is more, the. Territory of Utab
waa not confingd to the wlrr acquired from
Megxico, That terrijory, as 8 well knowa to every

man who understands fhe hy of the conn-
1ry, includes a large tra of g and fertile coun-
rapce in 1503, and to which

11y, aeguired from whic
rlg,;rmm section of the Missouri aey applied in
1820, If thesg popfedprates do not know 16 what
conntry | allude, | only reply that llhqr should
lwve known before they uiiered a fulsehood, and
*ted w erline W0 me.

mlr... -« what country | allude, By
But 1 will telt you . -« woquired Forida
the treaty of 1519, by which we Y Seaigs
and fixed n boundary between the Uniteu ..
and Mexico, the boundary was made of the Ar

suna pu Yet, in h as that middie

is watered and drained by the waters Howing
uto the Colorado, when we formed the territorial
limits of Utah, instead of running that air-line, we
ran along the ridge of the mountains, and cut eff
that part from Nebraska, or from the Louisiana
purchase, and iucluded it within the limits of the

ed | territory of Utah. -

Why did we do i1? Beeause we sought for a
nationul boundary, and it was more natural 1o
take the mountainx as a boundary, than by an air
line to cut the valleys on one side of the moun-
taing, and annex them 1o the country on the other
side. And why did we take these natural boun-
duries, setting at deflance the old boundaries !
‘T'he simple reason was that so long as we acted
upon the principle of settling the slave question
by a 3m:gmphicnl line, so long we observed those
boundaries strictly and rigidly ; but when that was
abandoned, in ¢ uence of the action of free-
soilers und abolitionists—when it was superseded
by the c mise m es of 1550, which rested
upon a great universal principle—there was no
necessity for keeping in view the old and unnat-
ural bouundary, For that reason, in making the
new territories, we formed natural boundaries, ir-
respeetive of the source whence our title was de-
rived. In writing these bills I paid no attention to
the fact whether the title was acquired from Lou-
isisnn, from France, or from Mexico; for what
difference did it make? The principle which we
hud established in the bill would apply equally
well to either. ;

In fixing those boundaries, 1 paid no attention
to the fact whether they included old territory or
not—whether the country was covered by the
Missouri compromise or not. Why! Because
the principles established in the bills superseded
the Missouri compromise. For that reason we
disregurded the old boundaries; disregarded the
territory to which it applied, and disregarded the
source from wheoce the title was derived. [ say,
therefore, that a close examination of this act
clearly establishes the fact that it was the intent,
a8 well us the legal effect of the compromise mea-
sures of 1850, 1o supersede the Missouri compro-
mise, und all geographical and territorial lines.

Sir, in order 10 avoid any misconstruction, 1 will
stute more distinctly what my previse idea is upon
upon this point. So far as the lﬂnla and New l&ox—
ico bills included the territory which had been
subject to1he Missoari compromise provision, to
that extent they absolutely annulled the Missouri
compromise.  As 1o the unorganized territory not
covered by those bills, it was superseded by the
,:riucipluu of the compromise of 1850 \\;'a all

now that the object of the compromise measures
of 1850 was 1o establish certain great principles
which would avoid the slavery ugilﬂtfuu in all
time to come. Was it our object simply to pro-
vide for a temporary evil? Was it our object to
heal over an old sore, and leave it to break out
again ! ‘Was it our object to adopt a mere mise-
rable expedient to apply 1o that territory, and to
that alone, and leave ourselves entirely at sea.
withoutcompass when new territory was acquired
or new terrvitoriul organizations were (o be made *

Was that the object for which the' eminent and
venerable senator from Kentucky [Mr, Clay] came
here und sacrificed even his last energies upon the
altar of his country ! Was that the ohbject for
which Webster, Clay, Cass, and all the patriots of
that day, struggled so long and so strenucusly ?
Was it merely the application of a temporary ex-
pedient, in agreeing to stand by past and dead le-
gislation, that the Baltimore platform pledged us to
sustain the compromise of 1550 ¢ Was it the un-
dersianding of the whig party, when they adopted
the compromise measures ol 1560 as an article
of political fuith, thut they were only agreeing
to that which wuas past, and had no reference to
the future?! If that was their meaning; il that
waus their object, they palmed off an atrocious
fruud upon the American people. Was it the
meaning of the democratic parly, when we
pledged ourselves to stand by the compromise of
1570, that we spoke only of the past, and had no
reference (o the foture? If so, it was then a
fraud. When we pledged our President Lo stand
by the compromise measures, did we not under-
stand that we Ehdcodhim as 10 his future action?
‘Was it as 1o his past conduct? If it had been in
relation to past conduct only, the pledge would
have been untrue as to a very large portion of the
democratic party. Men went into that conven-
tion who had been opposed to the compromise
messures—men who abhorred those measures
when they were pending—men who never would
have voted affirmatively on them. But, inasmuch
us those weasures had been passed and the
country had acquiescedin them, and it was impor-
tant to preserve the principle in order to avoid agi-
tution in the future, these men said, we waive our
past objections, und we will stand by you and with
you in carrying out these principles in the future.

Such 1 understand to be the meaning of the two
greatl parties at Baltimore. Such 1 understand 10
have been the effect of their pledges. 1f they did
uot mean this, they meant merely 1o adopt resolu-
tions which were never 1o be carried out, and
which were designed to mislead and deceive the
people for the mere purpose of carrying an elec-
Ltrom,

L hold, then, that, as to the territory covered by
the Utuh and New Mexico bills, there was an ex-
press annulment of the Missouri compromise ;
and as to all the other unorganized territories, it
wns superseded by the principles of that legisla-
tion, and we ure bound to apply those principles
to the organization of all new territories, to all
which we now own, or which we may hereafter
acquire. If this construction be given, it makes
that compromise a finsl adjustment. No other
construction can possibly impart finality 1o it. By
any other construction, the question is to be re-
opened the moment you ratify u new trealy ac-
quiring an inch of country from Mexico.” By any
other construction, you reopen the issue every
time you make a new territorial government.
But, sir, if you treat the compromise measures of
15850 in the light of great principles, sufficient tg
remedy lcmtzmry evils, at the same time that
they prescribe rules of action applicable every-
where in all time to come, then you avoid the
agitation for ever, il you observe good faith to the
provisions of these enactments, and the principles
established by them.

r. President, I repeat that, so far as the ques-
tion of slavery is concerned, there is nothing in
the bill nnder consideration which doos not carry
out the principle of the compromise measures of
1850, by leaving the people to do as they please,
subject only to the provisions of the Constitution
of the United States. If that principle is wrong,
the bill is wrong, 1fthat principle is right. the bill
is right.. It is unnecessary to quibble about phra-
seology or words § it is not the mere words, the
mere Y‘hrue‘nlngy, that our constituents wish 1o
Jjudge by. They wish to know the legal effect of
our legislation.

The legal effect of this bill, if it be passed as re-
ported by the Commitiee on Territories, is neither
1o legislate sluvery into these territories nor out
of them, but to leave the people to do as they
Fleqm, under the provisions and subject to the
imitations of the Constitution of the United States.
Why shou!d not this principle prevail? Why
should any man, north or sonth, object to it? 1
will especially address the argument 1o my own
section of country, and ask why should an
northern npn object 1o this principle 7 11 you wiﬁ
review the history of the slavery question in the
United States, you will see that all the great re-
sults in behalf of free institations which have
been worked out, have been accomplished by the
operation of this principle, and by it alone.

When these States were cnfnniea of Great
Britain, every one of them was a slaveholding

rovince. hen the Constitution of the United

ales was formed, twelve out of the thirteen were
slave-holding States.  Since that time six of those
States have become free. How has this been
effected? Was It by virtue of abolition agitation
in Congress? Was it in obedience to the diot
tates of the federal government? Not agallj bu-
they have become free States under the silent but
wure and irresistible working of that great princi-
ple of self-government whicﬁ teaches e people
10 do that which the interests of themselves and
:{l:giir pasterity morally and pecuniarily may re-

nire.
Under the operation of this principle, New
ampshire became free, while South Carolina
continued to hold slaves; Connectieut abolished
slavery, while Georgia held om to it; Rhode
Island abandgned the institution, while Maryland
preserved it "New York, New Jersey, and Pennp-
sylvania ubolished slavery, while Virginin, North
Carolina, and Kentucky retained it.  Did 1t )
it at your bidding? Did they do it at the dicta-
tion of the federul governmeny? Did they do it
in obedience to any of your Wilimot provisos or
ordingnees of 877 Not'at all; they did it by vir-
tug of their rights as frepmen under the Consti-
tution of the United States, 1o establish and abol-
islosuch institutions as they thought their own

d required.

Let me ask yoy, where haye yon sucgeeded in
excluding slavery by an aet of Congress from one
inch of the American soil 7 You may tell me that
you did it in the Northwest Terrijory ht the ordi-
nanee of 1757, | will show you by the hislory
of the country that you did not sccomplish any
such thing, You prolubited slavery there by lnw,

but you did not exclude it in fact. llinois was o

| part of the northwest territory.  With the excep-
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tion of a few French and white settlements, it was
& vast wilderness, filled with hostile savages, when
the ordinance of 1787 was adopted.  Yet, sir,

when lllinois was organized into a territorial gov-
ernment, it estublished and p ted slavery, and
maintained it in spite of your ordinance and in
defiunce of its express prohibition.. It isa’curious
fact, that, so long as Congress said the mrilom'
Illinois should not have slavery, she actually
it; and on the very day when you withdrew your
ressional prohibition the of IHinois,
of their own free will and accord, proved for a
system of emancipation.

Thus you did not succeed in Illinois Territory
with your | or your Wilinot Proviso, be-
cause the people there regurded it as an invasion
of their rights; lhal regurded it as an usurpation
on the part of the ral government. They re-
garded it as violative of the great prineiples of
self-government, and they determined that they
would never submit even to have freedom s0 long
as yon forced it upon them.

Nor must it be said tliat slavery waa abolished
in the constitution of Ilincis in order 10 be ad-
mitted into the Union as a State, in compliance
with the ordinance of 1757; for they did no such
thing. In the constitwtion with which the people
of lﬁiuoiu wore admitted into the Union, they ab-
solutely violated, div::ﬁuded, and repudiated
your ordinance, The ordinance said that slavery
should be forever prohibited in that country. The
constitution with which you receivea them Huto
the Union as a State saul that all slaves then in
the State should remain slaves for life, and that
all persons born of slave parents after a certain
duy should be free a1 a certnin nge, and that all
persons born in the State alter & certain other day.
should be (ree from Lhe time of their birth. Thus
their State constitution, as well s their territorial
legislation, repudiated your ordinance. lllinois,
therefore, is n case in point to prove that when-
ever you have attempted to dictate institutions to
any part of the ¥'nited States, yon have failed
The same is true, though not to Lthe same extent,
with reference to the Territory of lndiana, where
there were many slaves during the time of its ter-
ritoriul existence, and I believe also there were a
few inthe Territory of Ohio.

But, sir, these abolition confederates, in their
manifesto, have also referred to the wonderful re-
sults of their policy in the State of Jowa and the
Territory of Minnesota, lere, again, they happen
to be in fault as to the laws of the land. The act
1o organize the Territory of lowa did not prohibit
slavery, but the people of lown were allowed to
do as they sed under the territorial govern-
ment ; for the' sixth section of that act provided
that 1‘|a legislative authority should extend to all
rightful subjects of legislation excepl as to the dis-
position of’ the public lands, and taxes in certain
cases, but not excepting slavery. It may, how-
ever, be suid by some that sluvery was prohibited
in Jowa by virtue of that clause in the lowa act
which declared the laws of Wisconsin to be in
force therein, innsmuch as the ordinanee of 1757
was one of the laws of Wisconsin. 1f;, however,
they say this, they defeat their object, because
the very clause which transfers the laws of Wis-
consin to lowa, and makes them of force therein,
also provides that those laws are subject to be
altered, modified, or repealed by the territorial
legislature of lowa. Iowa, thereiore, was left to
do as she pleased. lowa, when she came to form
a constitution and State government, preparatory
to admission into the Union, considered the sub-
ject of free and slave institutions ealmly, disg

faithfally to all compromises, I sustained the Mis-
souri compromise so long as it was in force, and
advoeated its extension to the Pacific ocean.
Now, when that has been , wheu it has
been superseded, when a great rinciple of sell-
government hos been substit for it, 1 choose
to cling 10 that principle, and abide in good faith,
not ouly by the letter, but by the spirit of the last

comprowise.
_ 8ir, I do not recogmise the right of the aboli-
tionists ol -this country to arraign me for being
false to sacred pledges, as they have done in their
r:clamaunnn. mhu mhn and where
uve ever w a compact. |
have proved uﬁﬁ Istood by the compact of 1520
and 1545, and sed its eontinuance and ob-
servance in 1848, 1 Wve proved that the free-
soilers and  abolitionists were the guilty parties
who violated that compromise then. { should
like to compare notes with these abolition confed-
crates about adberence to compramises. When
did they stand by or approve of any one that was
ever made ?

Did not every aboliti and in
America denounce the Mixsouri compromise in
15207 Did they not for years hunt down raveu-
ously, for his , every man who assisted in
making that compromise ¥ Did they not in 1847,
when Texas was annexed, denounce all of us
who went for the annexation of Texas, und for the
continnation of the Missouri compromise line
through it? Did they mot, in 1548, denounce me
us a

o !

of the promise, posing
to continue the Missouri compromise line 1o the
Pacific ocenn? Did they not themselves violate
and repudiate it then? not the charge of .bad
faith true as to every abolitionist in Amerien, in-
stead of being true s 10 me and the committee,
und those who advocate this bill?

They talk about the bill being u violation of the
compromise measures of 1850, can show
we & man in either house of Congress who was
in favor of the compromise measures of 1850, and
who is not now in favor of leaving the people ol
Nebraska and Kansas to do as they please upon
the subject of slavery, aecording to the provisions
of my bill? Is there one? Tl' 80, I have not
heard of him. This tornado has beén raised by
abolitionists, and abolitionists alone. They have
made an impression upon the public mind, in the
way in which 1 have tioned, by a falsification
of the luw apd the fits ; aud this whole organiza-
tion ngainst the promise m of 1550 is
an abolition movement. 1presume they had some
hope of getting a few tenderfooted demoerats
into 1heir plot ; and, acting on what they supposed
they might do, they sent forth publicly 1o the
world the falsehood that jheir address was signed
Ly the senators and a majority of the representa-
tives from the State of m(ﬁio; but when we come
io examine signatures, we find no one whig there,
no one democrat there ; none but pure, unmiti-
gated, unadulterated abolitionists.

Much effect, I know, has been Erodumd by this
circular, coming as it does with the imposing title
of n representation of a mujority of the Ohio
delegation. What was the reason for its effect ?
Because the manner. in which it was sent forth
imsl.iud that all the whig members from that State
had joined in it ; that part of the democrats had
signed it ; and then that the two abolitionists had
signed it, and that made a majority of the delegu-
tion. By this means it friﬁhleuul the whig party
und the democracy in the SBtate of Olio, because

sionately, without any restraint or dictation, and
determined that it would be Lo the interest of her
people in their climate, and with their productions,
10 prohibit slavery ; and hence lowa became a free
"State by virtue of this great principle of allowing
the people to do as they please, and not in obedi
ence o any federal command.

The abolitionists are also in the habit of refer-
ring to Oregon as another instunce of the trinmph
of their abolition policy. There agnin they have
overlooked or misrepresented (hie history of the
country. Sir, it iz well known, or if it 1s not, it
ought to be, that for about twelve years you failed
to give Uregon any gogernment or uny protection;
and during that period the inhabitants of that
vountry established a government of their own,
and, by virtue of their own laws, passed by their
own representatives before you extended your
jurisdiction over them, prohibited slavery by a
unapnimous vole. Slavery was prohibited there

the action of the people themsélves, and not by
virtue of any legislation of [

It is true that, in the midst of the tornado which
swept over the country in 1848, 1849, and 1550, a
provision-was foreed into the Oregon bill prohibit-

g alavery in that Ialﬂlog,bu that only goes
to show shat the object of those who pressed it
was not 8o much to establish {rée institutions as to
gain a political advantage by giving an nscendancy
to their peculiar doctrines inthe laws of the land ;
for slavery having been already prohibited there,
and no man proposing to establish it, what was
the necessity lor insulting the people of Oregon by
saying in your law that they should not do that
which they had unanimously said they did not
wish to do? That was the only effect ofyour le-
gislation so far as the Territory of Oregon was con-
aerned.

How was it in regard to California? Every one
of these abolition conlfederates, who have thus
arrnigned me and the Committee ou Territories,
belore the country, have misrepresented our
position, and misquoted the law ol the fact, pre-
dicated that unless Congress interposed by law,
and prohibited slavery in California, it wonld in-
cvilntly become a slaveholding State. Congress
did not interfere ; Congress did not probibitslavery
There was no enactment npon the sulyect;
but the people formed u State constltation, and
then prohibited slavery.

Mr, WELLER. The vote was unanimous in
the convention of California for probibition.

Mr DOUGLAS. So it was in regard to Utah
and New Mexico. In 1830, we who résisted any
attempt to force institviions upon the people of
those territories inconsistent with their wishes
and their right to decide for themselves, were de-
nounced as slavery propagandists. Every one
of us who was in favor of the compromise
measures of 1850 was arraigned for having advo-
cated a principle proposing to introduce slaver
into those territories, and the people were told,
and made to believe, that, unless we prohibited it by
act of Congress, slavery would neecessarily and in-
evitably be introduced into these territories.

Well, sir, we did establish the territorinl gov-
ernments of Utah and New Mexico without nnr
prohibition. We gave to these abolitionists a full
opportunity of proving whether their predictlons
were true or false. Years have rolled round, and
the result is before us. The peoplethere have net

assed any law recognising, or establishing, or
ntroducing, or protecting slavery in the terri-
tories.

1 know of but one territory of the United States
where slavery does exist, and that one is where
ou have prohibited it by law; and it is this verz
ilcbrsaka territory. In defiance of the eight
section of the act of 1820, in defiance of congres-
sional dietation, there have been, not many, but a
few slaves introduced. I heard 4 minister of the
Gospel the other day conversing with a member
of the Committee on Territories upon this sub-
ject.  This preacher was from that country, and
a member put this question’ to him: * Have yon
any negroes out there? e said there were a
few held by the Indians. 1 asked him il there
were not some held by white men? He suid
there were a few under peculiar circnmstances,
and he gave an instance. An abolition mis-
sion a very good man, had ne - there
I'rom"{hton, and he "took his wife with him.
He got out into the country but could not get
any help; hence he, being a kind-hearted man,
went down to Missouri and gave $1,000 for a ne-
E:" and took him up there as “help.” [Laughter.]
So, under peculiar circumstances, when these
freesoil and abolition preachers and missionaries
g0 into the country, they can buy a negro for theig,
own use, but they do not like to allow any one
else to do the same thing. [Renewed langhter.]
I suppose the fact of the matter is simply this:
there the people can get no servants—no ** help,”
us they are called in the section of conntry where
I was barn—and from The necessity of the case,
they must do the best they can and for this reason ;
n few slaves have been taken there. 1 have no
doubt that whether you otganize the territory of
Nebraska or not, this will continue for some time
to come. Tt c“uh? i::-ﬁuiu, and Iil‘ will i;
crease as as u ocmgrnn
to the Wﬂi?:! ;and 1 nwou 1t will continue for
a little while during their territorial condition,
whether a prohibition i or not. But
when settlers rush in—when labor becomes plenty,
and therefore cheap, in that_climate, with its pro-
ductions—it is worse than folly to think of its being
n slaveholding country. - I do nat believe there is
o man in Congress who tlinks it could be perma-
nently & sl g country. I have no idpa
that it conld. 1 hv‘w ‘::. uhy ::n that lIb)oclw yli.u:
that, when you creatg a ferritory, yo
[k"‘b!h:,phml thatthey ought to be consid-
ered n i us'n&::;“ . And when

give them in adiition n legislature, you there-
[;nmﬁm that {hey are competent to exercise the

ers of leginlation, If wish slavery, they

o n right 1o jt. 1T the not want it, they
(viruothnh, and you should not foree it upon

them.

Ido not like, I never did like, tho system aof
legislation on our part, by whioh a g phical
line, in violatjon of the lnwrol nature, and climate,
and xoil, and of the laws of Giod, should Te ran 1o
extablish institutions forn people; vet,outofn regard
for the peace and quiet of the country, vut of respect

they p their own representatives and
friends hud gone into this negro movement, when
the favt turus out to be that it was not signed by
asingle whig or demoeratic member from Ohio.

Now, I ask the friends and the opponents of this
measure to look at it as itis. 18 nol the question
involved the uim{:le one, whether the people of
the Territories shall be allowed to do as they
please upon the question of slavery, subject onl
to the limitations of the Constitution? That is all
the bill pruvides; and it does so in clear, explicit,
and unequivocal terms. 1 know there are some
men, whigs and democrats, who, not willing to
repudiate the Baltimore platform of their own
party, would be willing to vote lor this principle,
provided they could do so in such equivocal
terms that they could deny that it means what it
was intended to mean in certain localities. 1 do
not wish to deal.in any equivocal language. 1t
the prinni‘;_»‘lu is right, let it be avowed and main-
tained. If it is wrong, let it be repudiated. Let
all this quibbling about the Missouri compromise,
about the territory acquired from Fraunce, about
thenct of 1520, be cast behind yon; for the simple
:‘luuliqn is, will you allow the people to legislate
or themselves upon the subject of slavery ¥ Why
should you not? : *

‘When you propose to give them n Territorial
Government, do you not acknoswledge that they
ought to be erected into a political organization ;

when you give them a legislature, do you not
acknowledge thot they are capable of self-gov-
ernment? Huving made that acknowledgment,
why should you not allow them to exercise the
rights of legislation? Oh, these abolitionists
say they are entirely willing to concede all this,
with one exception. They say they are willing
to trust the Territorial legislature, under the limni-
tations of the Constitution, to legislate upon the
rights of inheritance, to legislate in regard to reli-
gion. education, and morals;
to the relations of husband and wife, of parent
and child, of guardian and ward, npon everything
pertaining to the dearest rights and interests of
while men, but they are not willing to trust them
to legislate in regard o a few miserable n 8.
That is their singlo exception. They ncknowledge
that the people of the territories are capable of de-
ciding for themselves concerning white men, but not
in relation to negroes. The renl gist of the matter
isthis: Does it require any higher degee of civili-
zation, and intelligence, and learning, and saga-
city, to legislate for negroes than for white men ?
If it does, we ought to adopt the abolition doc-
trine, an with them against this bill. 1f it
does not——if we are willing to trust the people
with the great, sacred, fundamental right of pre-
seribing their own institutions, consistent with the
Constitution of the country—we must vole for
this bill as reported by the Committee on Terri-
ritories. That is the only question involved in the
Lill. T hope I have been 3)[3 1o strip it of all the
misrepresentation, to wipe awdy all of that mist
and obscurity with which it has been surrounded
by this abolition address.

Ihave now said all I have to say upon the
present occasion. For all, .except the first ten
minutes of these remarks, the abolition confed-
orates are responsible. My object, in the first
Eluce, was only to explain the provisions of the

ill, so that they might be distinctly understood.
I wan willing to allow its assailants to attack it
as much as they pleased, reserving to myself the
right, when the time should approach for taking
the vote, 1o answer in a concluding speech all the
arguments which might be used against it. 1
slill reserve—what I believe common ecourtesy
and parliamentary usage awards to the chairman
of a committee and the author of a bill—the right
of summing up afler all shall have beea said which
has to be said agaiost this measure.

I hope the compact which was made on last
Tuesday, at the suggestion of these abolitionists,
when the bill was proposed to be taken up, will
be observed. It was that the bill, when taken up
to-day, should continue to be considered from da
1o day until finally disposed of. I hope they will
not repudiate sod violate that compact, as they
have the Missouri compromise and all others
which have been enteredinto. 1 hope, therefore,
that we nay press the bill to a vote; but not by
depriving persons of an opportunity of speaking.

am in favor of giving every enemy of the bill
the most ample time. us heuthem all pn-
tiently, and then take the vote and pass the bilk
We who are in favor of it know that the princi-
ple on which it is based is right. Why, then,
should we gratify the abolition party in their etlort
to get up another political tornado of fanaticism,
“ﬂm the country again in peril, merely for the
purpose of el a few agitators 1o the Con-
gross of the United States?

W intend to stand by the principle of the com-

romise measures of 1800—that principle whigh

Em the Presidency to the senator from Michigan

[Mr. Cass] in 1848, but which trivmphed in 1550,

ulthoogh be had been o ginetyr in the cause—hat

principle to which the democracy are pledged, not

merely by the Baltimore platform, but by a higher

and & more solemn obligntion, to which they are

'*dﬁ' by the love and affection which they have

for that great fundamental principle of democracy

and free wstitutions which E:. at the basis of our

creed, and gives every political community the

right to govern itself in obedience 10 the Constitu-
tion of the conntry.

Mr. CHASE followed in reply, denying that, in
preparing the address, be or his friends had the
senator in view, He repeated and reafliemed all

that ho had rted in the add He had not
conchuded, when be yielded the floor to
Mr, 81 m-:ﬁ, who asserted his full approval

ol the-nddress signed by him, and avowed his re-
spongibility for the same.
The Henate then adjourned.

! HMouse of Representatives.

The SPEAKER laid before the Iouse several
communioations frow the Treasury Depariment,
in¢lud one in response o n rexolntion adopted
om the 11th ol December, giving information rela-
tive to the manufoctare and importation of sal ;
which was referred 1o the Committes of Ways and
Means, and ordered 1o be printed,

AMENDMENT OF THE CONSTITUTION,
The House proceeded to the consideration of

for past pledges, and out of a desire to adhere

the resolution herdiofore offered by Mr. Ewine,

very h@mﬂpm Jor standing jry the pljin-'
1 ai

to legislate in regard .

——




